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numerical computing, since most simple exercises, such as root-finding and quad- 
rature, are enhanced by this feature). I am rather more concerned that there is no 
substantial material on the finite precision representation of real numbers and the 
consequences of this for floating point computations. I would acknowledge that 
this is a difficult topic although I believe that it can be treated successfully in an 
introductory text. I would also agree that this is a criticism that could be levelled 
at most introductory Pascal texts. 
Overall the book provides a very readable introduction to Pascal and, at the same 
time, introduces some more general topics in computing. It is suitable as a course 
text for an Introductory Computing course which does not have a substantial 
numerical computing component. 
Dr.T.L. FKEEMAN 
Department qf Mathematics 
University of Manchester 
Manchester, UK 
Logic for Computer Scientists. By Uwe Schoning. Birkhauser, Therwill, Switzerland, 
1989. Price SFr 48.00 (hardback), ISBN 3-7643-3453-3. 
Let us start off by pretending the title of this book was Principles of Logic 
Programming, or some such phrase. Then my review would go something like this. 
A good textbook to accompany a first course on logic programming, culminating 
in a brief account of PROLOG. The author follows a sound, predictable line, covering 
(Chapter I, 26 pages) propositional logic through the Compactness Theorem, Horn 
formulas, and reslution, then (Chapter 2, 55 pages) predicate logic, clausal forms, 
Herbrand’s theory, resolution and refinements of resolution, and finally (Chapter 3, 
32 pages) logic programming up to a brief account of PROLOG. 
The development is brisk and yet precise, as you might expect from a treatment 
based on a lecture course, so the book would make an excellent text on which to 
base a senior undergraduate or beginning graduate course on the theoretical aspects 
of logic programming. The absence of motivating discussion would make the book 
unsuitable for beginning students working on their own, who did not know where 
it was all leading. 
Mathematical proofs are written algorithmically where possible, using a PAK‘AL- 
like notation, which is fine since the author wants to emphasise the implementation 
of logic, but I am unhappy about this approach being used as it is on page 27, in 
the proof of the compactness theorem for propositional logic, where there is an 
“if-clause” with the boolean condition “if there are infinitely many indices i E I 
with . . . , then . . . .” Since there is no question of implementing such a procedure, 
it seems to me both pointless and potentially misleading (to the unsophisticated 
reader) to use this notation in this context. This is on a par with the student who 
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first meets formal logic and starts to reduce all mathematical proofs to a formalistic 
sequence of modus ponens applications. 
This might seem like a minor point, but I feel otherwise. If a book is intended 
to present “logic” to “computer scientists,” as the title of this one suggests, then it 
should fulfil that promise, and not simply dress up standard mathematical arguments 
to look like computer programs. That does no one a service. By all means express 
algorithmic proofs using computer-ese in orderto emphasise their algorithmic nature, 
but do not adopt this notation willy nilly. 
This brings me on to my main point. As I said at the outset, if the author had 
chosen a different title for the book, one that accurately reflected its contents, I 
would have had no quibbles other than the minor one just mentioned. Indeed, I 
would (and do) recommend the book as an excellent text on which to base a course 
on logic programming. But to entitle this book Logicfor Computer Scientists strikes 
me as misleading in the extreme. 
Again, you might think it a quibble to object to a title, but the title of a book is 
after all meant to provide an indication of the book’s contents. And a title such as 
this clearly suggests a book that intends to provide computer scientists with the 
logic they need to know. What it does is provide them with some of the logic they 
should know, but only some, and a fairly small some at that. Logic programming 
is an important, but small part of computer science. 
What about circuit design, distributed systems, concurrency, type theory, pro- 
gramming language formalisms, compiler design, program verification, program 
semantics, database theory, artificial intelligence, LISP, communication protocols, 
automatic theorem proving, complexity theory, algorithm design, recursive function 
theory, human-interface design? These all depend on logic. There is nothing wrong 
with ignoring them all in a textbook on logic programming, but you cannot ignore 
them and call your book Logic for Computer Scientists. 
As a logician with strong interests in computer science (indeed, it was an interest 
in questions of computation that led me into logic in the first place, some 21 years 
ago), this kind of thing bothers me greatly. The more so since it is becoming 
increasingly prevalent. 
The reasons for this tendency are obvious. Basic funding issues in our universities 
and research institutes result in “computer science” (more accurately “computer 
engineering, ” in this context) being favored over “mathematics.” This produces an 
understandable tendency in those mathematicians working in areas related to com- 
puter science, to “dress up” their wares as “computer science.” An understandable 
tendency, but one that should be avoided. Computer scientists are well aware that 
they have great need of vast amounts of logic. Indeed, the very discipline of computer 
science grew out of logic, with the work of Turing, von Neumann, and all the rest. 
Being a very young discipline that has still not fully decided on its own identity as 
a “science,” its practitioners are oft-times very defensive of their chosen field, and 
anxious to proclaim its independent nature, resulting in overt attempts to distance 
themselves from the logicians. That phase will pass in its own good time. 
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In the meantime, it is wonderful to see logicians such as Schiining working on 
issues related to computing. This is good for both logic and computer science. But 
we should take care to be honest about what we are doing. An excellent title for a 
book of great relevance to computer scientists would be Logic. Any book written 
at the present time that bore such a title would, if it deserved that title, be of 
tremendous use to computer science. It would, of course, be a very large book. 
Smaller, less extensive texts would require more specific titles. 
You have written an excellent book, Professor &honing. One that I intend to use 
and recommend to others. But please, in everyone’s interest, change the title when 
the next edition comes out. 
Keith DEVLIN 
Department of Mathematics 
Colby College 
Waterville, ME, USA 
